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The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) is a nationwide non-profit
organization of the 56 public officials who head departments of public education in every
state, U.S. Territory, and the District of Columbia. CCSSO seeks its members' consensus
on major education issues and expresses their views to civic and professional organizations,
to federal agencies, and to Congress, responds to a broad range of concerns about
education, and provides leadership on major education issues.

Because the Council represents the chief education administrator in each state and
territory, it has access to the educational and governmental establishments in each state
and the national influence that accompanies this unique position. CCSSO forms coalitions
with many other educational organizations and is able to provide leadership for a variety of
policy concerns that affect elementary and secondary education. Thus, CCSSO members
are able to act cooperatively on matters vital to the education of America's young people.

The State Education Assessment Center was founded by CCSSO in 1985 to provide a locus
for leadership by the states to improve the monitoring and assessment of education. This is
a report of the Assessment Center's National Assessment Planning Project.
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NATIONAL ASSESSMENT PLANNING PROJECT

The National Assessment Planning Project, under the auspices of the Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), was created by a consortium of eighteen national
organizations interested in education and in exploring the feasibility of expanding the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in order to produce state-by-state
comparisons of student achievement.

The project is governed by a Steering Committee. Each member was appointed on
the recommendation of an organization in the consortium. This publication was conveyed
to the Department of Eduction (ED) and to the National Assessment of Educational
Progress on the review and approval of the Steering Committee. The publication, however,
does not necessarily reflect the views of each of the associations in the consortium.

The project was supported by Grant No. SPA-1549 from the National Science
Foundation (NSF) with funds partly from NSF and partly from the National Center for
Education Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education through an inter-governmental
transfer from NCES to NSF. This publication, however, does not necessarily reflect the
views of either agency. The interest of the two agencies in this project and their willingness
to provide joint support is greatly appreciated. The sus ' rt of NCES and NSF made
possible this unique and vital step in the process of i i . NAEP more useful for
policymaking at the state and local level.
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I. INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE/HISTORICAL EERSPEEME

Interest in state level comparisons is rising in many quarters in the belief that better
state-comparative information about student achievement than is currently available would
facilitate the improvement of education in the individual states. In 1984 a majority of
CCSSO members supported the development of a system of student assessment that would
provide state compansonsi, and in 1985, the members endorsed the expansion of NAEP as
the most feasible way of providing these comparisons. During the 1986 national
assessment, two individual states, Wyoming and Georgia, contracted with NAEP to conduct
in-state, concurrent assessments and to provide state-to-nation comparisons. Also in 1986
and in 1987, groups of southern states, in a project coordinated by the Southern Regional
Education Board, contracted with NAEP to conduct state-level assessments'. They were
provided reports comparing achievement among those states. Some of the rising interest
can be attributed to governors. A 1987 report from the National Governors' Association
entitled Results in Education presented a number of comparative education indicators and
displayed a blank column for achievement, clearly expressing the intent to fill that column
in future years with achievement data'. In a 1987 report, a national group inted by
Secretary of Education William Bennett and chaired by former Governor of ennessee
Lamar Alexander made a series of recommendations on the future of NAE . A major
recommendation was that NAEP should be expanded to provide state-by-state
comparisons.

This rising interest is not without its critics. Some are worried that Federal, state,
and local policymakers may misuse the data, making inappropriate inferences and drawing
unwarranted cause-and-effect conclusions. Fears are expressed that the test will be very
influential, and, with that influence, foster a national curriculum. Still others fear that the
compromises that might be made on objectives will result in an assessment that measures
the least common denominator and discourages badly needed curriculum reform.

Designing a national assessment that would not only be constructive but also
minimize potential disadvantages is the purpose of this National Assessment Planning
Project. The project has made recommendations that answer two questions of major
interest to state and local educators and policymakers, who have been asked for the first
time whether they want a report card for their state.

They will likely want to know what mathematics objectives (knowledge, skills) the
assessment will measure and whether the objectives are more or less compatible with what
they believe the schools in their states are trying to teach or believe shotild be taught. The
topic of a moats publication is the mathematics objectives for the 199U math
assessment' That report describes the basis for the development of test item specifications
and for items oa the 1990 math assessment.

They will also want to know how the achievement data on students in a state will be
reported. A second report makes recommendations on how state achievement data from
the 1990 math assessment should be measured and reported by NAEP, how comparisons
should be reported, and on several policy issues related to conducting state-level
assessments °.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This is the third report of the National Assessment Planning Project. It is the report
of the consensus planning process used in the Project. During 1987-88, the National



Assessment Planning Project was conducted by a consortium of eighteen organizations
brought together by the Council of Chief State School Officers. The project used
consensus planning procedures to arrive at its recommendations. This report is on the
consensus procedures used, and it makes recommendations to the U.S. Department of
Education National Center for Education Statistics and to the NAEP grantee on
conducting consensus planning in the future for the National Assessment.

This report is organized in four sections. The first section is background
information on the National Assessment of Educational Progress and on the planning
pro.ject. The second section is a discussion of how the demandsplaced upon the planning
of the assessment shift as it changes to a state-by-state program from a national program.
The third section describes the consensus planning procedures used in the project. Finally,
the fourth section presents recommendations, observations, and lessons learned from the
project.

NAEP BACKGROUND

INTRODUCTION

Since the late 1960's, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has
administered tests to a representative national le of 9,13, and 17 year old students
and issued reports of what children know and . in reading, mathematics, writing,
science, and other subjects. The assessments have been based on a sample of 25,000
students at each age level, enough to provide data that are reliable on a national and broad
kegional basis. The sample, however, has not been large enough to provide measures of
student performance at the state level, measures that would allow state-by-state
comparisons.

There was little interest in comparing student performance in one state to another.
That has changed dramatically in the last few years, as states have been asked to assume
more responsibility for education and as the need for information to monitor education has
increased.

As described above, the states, represented by the Council of Chief State School
Officers. (CCSSO), adopted a policy that would provide for state-to-state achievement
comparisons, and several states individually and collectively have already moved toward
using NAEP for assessing and co their schools' performance. In 1987 the U.S.
Department of Education a gent for the operation of NAEP until 1990 to the
Educational Testing Service which included the possibility that some part of the 1990
assessment test a hugs enough sample of students in each state to provide state level data--
or at least in those states that mat to be assessed. This spring, Congress re-authorized
NAEP with new raovisions for state-by-state assessment on a pilot basis in the 1990 and
1992 NAEP cycles.

What also has changed is the need for NAEP to be sensitive to the curriculum
objectives of the individual states and school districts as it becomes a state-level
assessment. In the past, that has not been crucial; the assessment could reflect a general,
national consensus. lf however, education leaders in a particular state are faced with the
decision of whether to participate in a state-comparative assessment they need assurance
that the knowledge and skills that the assessment measures are compatible with the
knowledge and skills they are attempting to teach to their students, or at least, the
knowledge and skills that the leaden believe thould be taught. They will also want to know
how the data will be analyzed and reported. A Single number only showing that students in
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a state with a high proportion of low-income families do not perform as well as states with
more affluent students is hardly enlightening. Other variables that are included in the
analysis, and the formats for reporting data, will bevery important if the state-to-state
compar'zons are to be constructive and fair.

It is around these issuesthe knowledge and skills that should be assessed and the
method of analyzing and reporting statelevel datathat the consensus planning process
used in the National Assessment Planning Project was designed. Recommendations on the
content of the assessment and on the methods for analyzing and reporting results were to
be produced through a "consensus process" that was sensitive to the interests and concerns
of the states and local districts and of various other constituents. What can be said about
the consensus procedures used in that processtheir strengths and weaknesses and the
lessons that can be learned from the experience for procedures used in the future?

FEDERAL LEGISLATION

The legislation previously authorizing NAEP as a national testing program required
a consensus planning process for its design: "Each learning area assessment shall have goal
statements devised through a national consensus approach, providing for active
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, subject matter specialists, local school
administrators, parents, and members of the general. public ..." (Public Law 98-511, Section
405(e))

A virtually identical provision is included in the new law reauthorizing NAEP and
expanding it to,a state-by-state program: "Each learning area assessment shall have goal
statements devised through a national consensus approach providing for active
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, local school administrators, parents and
concerned members of the general public ..." (Putlic Law 100-297, Section 3403)

(Copies of these laws are included in Appendices C and D)

The participatory process that was affirmed as the principle for arriving at consensus
in the past becomes all the more crucial as uses of NAEP for comparisons and
policymaking are expanded, and as various state and local constituencies develop a greater
stake in the results.

CONSENSUS PLANNING PROCESS USED BY NAEP

Within the constraints of available resources, the NAEP grantee has attempted to
use a planning process designed to yield a national consensus on the goals and objectives
for each assessment which is faithful to the intent of the legislation. For each subjectarea
assessment, one or more grantee's staff have been desipated as responsible for
out this consensus planning process. With the approval of the project's Assessment Policy
Committee (APC), staff have formed Learning Area Committees to develop the objectives
for the assessment. Consisting usually of 7-9 members, these committees have been
constituted to include:

o university-based specialists in the teschkg or learning of the subject;
o national, state, orlocal urriculum speisu, in the subject;
o prominent teachers of the subject;
o local school administrators, generally selected because of some professional

experience and interest in the subject;
o scholars in the subject being assessed; and
o policymakers or representatives of the lay public.
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These committees generally have worked from the objectives of prior assessments,refining and updating them, revising them to reflect more contemporary understanding ofthe subject, or changing them to reflect current interests in students' performance. Thecommittees produced a set of objectives which were then circulated broadly for comment.Reviewers were asked, among other things, to comment on whether the objectives
departed substantially from prevalent practice. These comments were considered inpreparation of the final versions of the objectives, which were then submitted to the APCfor approval. After they were approved, the objectives served as a point of reference forstaff and for exercise development committees as they wrote questions and items for theassem

The 1988 assessment was a transitional one for NAEP. Until then, developingobjectives was a one-stage process conducted at the national level as described above. Onegroup representing all sectors in the nation's school system was used to set the objectives.For the 1988 assessments of civics and history, the NAEP grantee added a State AdvisoryCommittee in addition to the overall Learning Area Committee. This was to provide morecomprehensive and deeper consideration by states of the objectives. For future
assessments conducted at the state level, it is presumed that the governance and assessmentplanning process will need to build farther in this direction. to provide for participation bystates in the consensus development.

The appendices include excerpts from the objectives booklets for the 1986 and 1988reading assessments and for the 1988 civics assessment. These excerpts describe theconsensus planning process that was used and list the individuals involved, showing thekinds of participants who have been represented.

III. HOW STATE-BY-STATE ASSESSMENT CHANGES THE DEMANDS PLACED ON
THE PLANNING PROCESS

CIRCUMSTANCES INFLUENCING A CONSENSUS PROCESS FOR A NATIONALASSESSMENT

There are several conditions and features that define the consensus approachnecessary for a national educational assessment program in the United States, as NAEPwas through 1988:

o No reports are made on an educational unit (school, district, state) that haslegal responsibility for educational outcomes; there is no direct
ty linkage.

o The content of an assessment does not need to be closely aligned with the
educational objectives of an "accountable unit"

o The law requires participation be voluntary.

o Agreement to participate in a national assessment is typically based on theendorsement of the state :superintendent and on the agreement and
willingness of local district superintendents and principals of schools selected
in the sampling process. This is based on the belief that NAEP is valuable or
on the desire to be cooperative, not on the extent to which th It test matches
the local curriculum.
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o Schools are sampled rarely, only a few students are involved in each school,
NAEP provides someone to give the tests, and time out of class is brief, so
participants have little at stake in the procedures used.

STATE ul Olt% :4.i1 Our C. 1.1

With the expansion of NAEP to produce state comparisons, the needs which the
consensus process must meet are different, and material changes m ist be made in the
process, compared with when the program was simply national in scope. The change in the
demands is so fundamental that it prompted the blue-ribbon panel chaired by former-
Governor of Tennessee Lamar Alexander on the expansion of NAEP to come up with a
whole new model of governance for the project.

In state-comparative assessment, the changed circumstances meriting such a
substantial restructuring of the governance and consensus planning process are as follows:

o In state assessment, there am identifiable units which are accountable and
people rho feel responsible for the performance of these units: State
Superintendents, State Boards of Education, Legislators, Governors, and,
indirectly, the policymakers and administrators of local districts which make
up the states' school systems.

o Locals feel that results of state assessments may become the basis for a state-
level change in what iA expected of them. Though local accountability is
indirect, it is nevertheless strong. As Lillian Barna, then Superintendent of
the Albuquerque Schools and a member of the Planning Project Steering
Committee said, "If someone is concerned about how New Mexico is doing,
they are going to turn first to Albuquerque to try to bring up the state's
average.

o With a "state report card," state and local officials must be concerned about
the alignment of the test to their curriculum. It is fair and reasonable to test
and hold states and local districts accountable only for a body of knowledge
and skills that they agree is important.

o What the test measures becomei a significant factor in whether states and
locals will be willing to participate in this voluntary activity. Since it is
voluntary, the decision to enter will be based in part on the nature of the
game, as defined by what will be tested.

o With state report cards and a larger sample, more schools and students are
affected, state and local staff become more involved in administration of the
program, and the conditions under which results are obtained and used for
comparisons become more critical; thus, the procedures of the assessment
become more important.

The new governance structure recommended by the Alexander group expanded the
planning and objective - Setting of the project; distinguished it from the exercise-
development, data-collection, and analysis activities; and placed governance and policy-
setting under an independent National Assessment Governing Board with policy-setting
authority. The reasons for this were to create a stronger, more independent governance
body that would be given over to constituencies including the states, which had a great
stake in the conduct and ramifications of the expanded, state-by-state program. The
primary/ responsibility of this Board, as conceived by the Alexander panel, was to provide
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for the deepened and broadened consensus-development process required for state-
-comparative assessment, and the Board was envisioned and intended as a means of
participatory self-governance 4f the project, by the field, through sues a consensus-
development process. The National Assessment Planning Project was intended to
approximate this kind of self-governance and planning.

In addition to providing for a deeper consruus by states and others concerning what
is tested, the changes brought by state-by-state assessment bring other, new governance
needs. The greater salience of the program will bring not only more attention to
educational programs in the states and localities; it will also bring more attention to the
procedures and design of NAEP itself, and the governance board must protect and insulate
the integrity of the program, while still being open to appropriate insights and
improvements.

Finally, the expanded program will require commitment from local school districts
to participate, and the planning of the project must support and encourage such
commitment. Since there is no immediate incentive for locals to participate, and since
there are several djgincentives, the governance process must cultivate several, indirect
bases for local participatizgi: the ideal of the quality of the data; involvement in planning
the program (and hence, development of ownership); and receiving data back after
participation, even if its utility may be limited to serving as a check on standardized testing
programs.

IV. CCSSO CONSORTIUM NATIONAL ASSESSMENT PLANNING PROCESS
1987-88

PURPOSE

The targets or topics of the planning done in the National Assessment Planning
Project were twofold: to develop subject-area objectives in mathematics for the first state-
by-state assessment in 1990 and to recommend the procedures to follow and the analytical
models to be used in reporting results of the 1990 trial state assessment.

The mg of the consensus planning process was both educational and political. At a
practical or strategic level, it was desirable to plan through a process that enabled those
with a stake to air their views, develop ownership of the plans, and get on board with the
emerging state-level NAM' program.

Educationally, a vision had emerged for the planning process in which it would be
conducted so as to yield a mire desirable productplans that truly represented the best
thinking of the field as to what was important to measure in the subject and how state-by-
state assessment should be done. This vision had emerged in 1986, during the deliberations
of the Alexander Study Group, when that group considered how a NAEP expanded to
produce state-level results should be governed. Then, it was felt that the project should be_
governed by those with the greatest stake in the outcomes, and that governance should go
beyond policy advice to include planning, setting the substantive objectives, designing the
key features of the program and planning its procedures. It was felt that planning should
be based on deep and extensive participation by teachers, policymakers, subject specialists,
technicians and anyone who could bring visionary thinking to bear on the design of the
assessment It was envisioned that this process would be professionally exciting and that
the assessment plans would reflect not just prevalent practice in the field, but the best that
could be said in our nation about teaching, learning, and assessing a subject at any point in
time.

12
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For the National Assessment Planning Project, development of the mathematics
objectives for the 1990 state-by-state assessment was conceived as requiring a consensus of
the field as to the subject-matter to be tested, including some form of consensus or
reconciliation of the subject tter recommended to be assessed with current state and
local curriculum policies in t._ iematics.

Recommendations on assessment procedures and the models to be used to analyze
and report results were viewed as requiring a different sort of consensus. A number of
technical issues were understood to be involved in the expanded assessment that would
require resolution through consultation with the best technical experts in the field. States
were seen as possessing technical experience and expertise which should be solicited,
distilled, and used to guide the design of the state-by-state assessment, but they were also
seen as having a stake in many aspects of how the data will be analyzed and reported: a
decision made one way or another (such as how to use demographic data to interpret
results) could affect how states come out in the assessment. So, state staff as well as other
experts were asked to advise on technical matters, and states were given an opportunity to
comment on those design decisions which had great political and educational implications

them.

WORK PLAN AND SCHEDULE

The original work plan and time schedule for the planning process were developed
by staff and reviewed, modified and approved by the project Steering Committee at its
August, 1987 meeting. This provided for recommendations o be completed in February,
1988. The schedule for the National Assessment Plannir Protect was determined largely
by the need to co olete planning in time to inform the de 'elopment of exercises for the
1990 assessment, zilch had to begin in April, 1988. This was an extraordinary constraint
which made an adequate planning process impossible in some ways. Diagrams showing
these schedules are included in the appendix in nrder to explain the processes used in this
project; these schedules are not recommended as models for the future, because they were
too short for adequate completion of most tasks.

At its initial meeting in August, the project's Steering Committee nad adopted a
policy statement on the purpose of state comparisons and the conditions that should be
met, as follows:

The purpose of state level student achievement comparison is to provide data on
student performance to assist policymakers and educators to work toward the
improvement of education. Such data can be useful by encouraging and
contributing to.a discussion of the quality of education and the conditions that
determine

State-comparative achievement data are useful if they

o Represent performance on a consensus of what is important to learn;

o Use sound testing and psychometric practices;

o Use procedures that minim!ze intrusion into instructional time;

o Take into account different circumstances aod need'. that the states Lace; and



o Are associated with features of the school systems that can be improved by
policymakers and educators.

The principles and parameters guided the two consensus planning processes.

The process used to attain each planning purpose is described below.

Mathematics Objective

The activities which resulted in mathematics objectives for the state-by-state
assessment were patterned in part after the consensus process that evolved over the years
in planning prior national assessments in response to the language in Public Law 98-511,
Section 405 (e) authorizing NAEP. In addition, however, the objectiveswere developed in
a manner that was based on the recognition that the 1990 assessment in mathematics will
provide state-by-state comparisons of student achievement. Because state report cards, as
well as "The Nation's Report Card," would result from this assessment, the process was
expanded considerably beyond recent practice to ensure that careful attention was given to
the formal mathematics objectives of states and a sampling of local districts, and to the
opinions of practitioners at the state and local levels of what should be assessed. The
process, carried out between August, 1987 and March, 1988, had the following features:

o A Consortium Steering Committee with members recommended by each of the 18
national organizations representing policymakers, practitioners and citizens met,
modified, and approved the overall plan of work.

o A Mathematics Objectives Committee was created to draft a set of recommended
objectives. Its membership consisted of a teacher, a local school administrator, sv.te
mathematics education specialists, mathematicians, parents, and citizens. It met
once for preliminary planning to consider and determine what information it would
need prior to a major work session in December, 1987. For its review and
consideration, the committee was provided the following:

o Math Objectives 1885-86 Assessment (NAEP).

o Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematici (National
Council of Teachers of Mathem ttics).

o Content analyses of state and local mathematics guides produced under
subcontract by the Education Products Information Exchange.

o Suggestions solicited from state mathematics specialists.

o A report on "Issues in the Field" based on telephone interviews with leading
mathematics educators.

o A draft framework provided by a mathematics objectives subcommittee.

o At the December meeting, the Mathematics Objectives Committee took up the sub-
committee's draft, enhancing and modifying it.

o In subsequent weeks, the draft report was edited for form, sample questions were
added, and a copy was mailed to each state department of education mathematics
specialist in the states,
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o These individual specialists in each state were requested to convene a committee of
state and local people to respond to the objectives. Those committees reviewed the
draft report and returned comments and suggestions to the project staff.

o A copy of the draft report was sent to, and comments received from, twenty-five
national mathematics edvcators and mathematics scholars.

o The reactions were given to the Mathematics Objectives Committee, which met a
third time in late February.

o Modifications were made in response to the comments, and the final draft report
was reviewed, modified, and approved by the Project Steering Committee in mid-
March.

PROCEDURES, ANALYSIS, AND REPORTING

A second target of the planning project was to consider how the achievement data
should be collected, how data on students in a state should be presented, and how state-to-
state comparative data should be reported. However popular with some, a simple number
showing only that the average achievement of students in one state is higher or lower than
that of students in another state is not enough. Recommendations were made on how state
achievement data from the 1990 math assessment should be measured and reported by
NAEP, how comparisons should be reported, and how several policy issues related to
conducting state-level assessments should be resolved.

The pi ocess which produced these recommendations was designed principally to
result in a broad, field-based consensus on the issues of expanding NAEP to state-level
assessments. In part, the _ )proach is reflected in the consensus process developed over the
years by NAEP to select the objectives or knowledge and skills that an assessment will
measure. That consensus process is responsive to the Federal law creating the National
Assessment, but since the recommendations address analysis and reporting matters and
several assessment policy issues, rather than the content that is tested, a national consensus
process was not technically required. Public Law 98-511 vested authority for setting
policies and approving reports with the NAEP Assessment Policy Committee.
Nevertheless, an early determination was made to engage many poliqmakers, technicians,
and scholars from across the country in an extensive process of consultation and
collaboration on these procedural and design matters. This determination was based on
the belief that such a process was likely to identify significant problems with designing
"state report cards," as well as to provide constructive ideas.

The report wasdrafted under the project's Procedures, Analysis and Reports (PAR)
Committee, but many others were involved, particularly the directors of assessment
programs in each of the states. Many of these directors made recommendations during the
planning process; they also responded to drafts with helpful suggestions. The process,
carried out between August 1987 and March 1988, had the following features:

o The project Steering Committee modified and approved the overall plan of work.

o The Procedures, Analysis and Reports Committee was created to draft a report. Its
membership consisted of policymakers, state and local district assessment
specialists, and scholars in the field of assessment.

o The Committee met once for preliminary planning to consider its charge and
determine what information it wished to have prior to its major work-session in
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December. For that major work-session, the Committte was given many
documents, including the following:

o Copies of correspondence from state directors of assessment raising issues
and suggesting ways that comparative data should be reported.

o An options paper entitled "Alternate Ways of Reporting State-by-State
Comparisons" prepared for the Committee under a contract.

o Several recent publications on education indicators from CCSSO, the RAND
Corporation, and others; lists of common student background questions from
a variety of studies, including the National Education Longitudinal Study of
1988, Schools and Staffing Survey, Common Core of Data, and High School
and Beyond; and the publication, The Underachieving Curriculum
(International Study of Math Achievemcat).

o A background memorandum from the Southern Regional Education Board
reviewing the procedures followed in eight southern states, in which school
district employees administered NAEP tests in a state-by-state program.

o A report provided by the National Association of State Directors of Special
Education on the inclusion of special students in NAEP.

o During its December meeting, the Committee made tentative decisions about the
recommendations it wished to make.

o In subsequent weeks, a report was drafted by project staff based on those decisions,
and copies were sent to state education agencies and selected state policymakers,
local district educators, and scholars. Project staff discussed this report with the
assessment subcommittee of the Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems
(CEIS) of the Council of Chief State School Officers in a special meeting in January.

o All comments received on the draft were provided to the Procedures, Analysis, and
Reports Committee, which met again in late February. The Committee reviewed
the comments and completed its report.

o The Committee's report was reviewed, modified and adopted by the Project
Steerirg Committee.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND OBSERVATIONS ON THE PROCESS

I 11,1:

1)

. ,

o It should be providing for democratic, bottom-up involvement
of the field and of e constituencies affected by NAEP in determining its
features.

o It should be stigma, seeking out and tapping the appropriate and best
thinking in the nation (and the world) on the important decisions faced in
planning the assessment: what subject-matter to test at each grade level,



what analyses to perform in interpreting results, how best to capitalize on
sampling and scaling methodology, and how logistically to carry out a sound
and fair assessment.

o It should be iterative or interactive to allow suggestions and advice to
influence one another and to create a planning process which evolves
positively.

o It should be structured and guided in advance by the policies and principles
that are needed to conduct the planning process: what authority do
committees have? Under what constraints are they operating? In what
direction should they head?

o It should be explicit in its rules, principles and procedures; these features
should be set openly and explicitly, and they should be communicated
effectively to the field to enhance the participatory quality discussed above.

o It should be stable, following a viable cycle to its completion, adhering to
predictable procedures as assessment cycles repeat themselves, and
amending these procedures only when there are important reasons to
change them.

o It should be long enough to allow the values articulated above to be attained:
participation by the field; thoughtful consultation for the best resolution of
important issues; and planning in a way that is explicit, iterative, and
structured by the necessary policies.

o It should be supported by adequate devotion of time by the National
Assessment Governing Board and its constituent committees, by adequate
and appropriate-qualified staff who support the process in a professional but
neutral manner, and by adequate operational resources to support the
expenses entailed in planning by the field. it governance process which does,
not have these three kinds of support committed to it at the outset by
Congress and by h D parrtment of Education should not proceed.

At some points, the thinking of everyone involved in a committee planning process
may falter or go astray. When this happens, either of two courses can be taken: one
is to iet the group work through the process, assuming that the process of self
governance and consensus-building will work itself out. The other course is to
manage the planning process somehow. This can be done, and it should be done

the gentle guidance of a competent but unbiased professional staff, a staff
tarCt)virdgeable enough to know that the process has gone astray, but neutral and
able to move the group along, though not toward any particular end.
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for those involved.

At times, the thinking of some participants will be more sound or creative than that
of others; the latter will learn from the former, and the roles may be reversed at
another time in the process.



4) Values and constraints governing ihe process should be stated up front,

In particular, judgements or values should be set explicitly at the outset: What will
constitute "consensus"? How much innovation will be tolerated? How much detail
is to be sought in the recommendations? How will differences be handledwill they
be resolved, ignored, or expressed as a minority view? What "givens" from outside
constrain the process?

Changes while the process is going on can disenfranchise the process itself, obviating
or devalui 4; it. To some extent, the governance board can avoid this by making
sure that the structures and ground-rides u controls are protected, left in place
through the process until a time at which they can be changed. Others involved
Congress, the Secretary of Education, the Assistant Secretary for Research and
Improvement, the Commissioner of NCES, and the staff of NCESmust also protect
the integrity of each consensus planning process, by allowing it to proceed through
one set of ground-rules before changing the rules. These individuals actually must
help insulate the process from disruptive changes that could undermine it.

6)

In November, suggestions on the subject-matter framework were requested from
state department math specialists rather than a state committee, and a similar
solicitation was made of state assessment program staff for comments on procedural
issues. This' appeared adequate, as opposed to setting up and soliciting comments
from a formal committee in each state at that point as well as later, when the
recommendations were complete. Formal committees should be set up for review
of recommendations in each subject to be assessed in states and in other
constituency groups such as specialist teacher organizations. At earlier stages,
suggestions can be sought from staff representatives of these constituencies.

7) With whom to work in state departments_of education and in other constituencies
mustbratesidesimobillx.

Chief state school officers need to be kept informed throughout as do the officers or
other representatives of other major stakeholders. Communicating directly with the
subject specialists in SEAs for initial suggestions and to setup state committees for
response to draft objectives was valuable and successful. In each state department,
however, a liaison had been identified by the chief as the primary contact for
activities of the CCSSO State Education Assessment Center. Failure to inform
them of the initial contact to the mathematics specialists was aproblem brought up
by several of the liaisons, most of whom are state assessment directors.

The problem, some assessment directors felt, was that mathematics curriculum
specialists would not always recognize some of the implications of the planning
exercisethat these decisions would ultimately affect the state's results on the
comparative assessment. Assessment directors may be more sensitive to the
political and educational ramifications of a high-stakes assessment than their
curriculum specialist colleagues, because of their professional experience.
Coordination between the two types of staff (=not be assumed, and it is

1(
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8)

recommended that either everyone in any stakeholder organization receive much of
the communication or that all communications go through one designated liaison
who is responsible for involving and informing the proper staff or committees.
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The cooperation of people in the field throughout the consensus planning process
was very positive, and it would seem that future planning efforts can assume that
such cooperation will be present. Funds were made available for states to
reimburse expenses of their review groups, but most states did not request funds.
Members of planning committees served without co i1 . nsation for three, 2-day
meetings. Those who worked on writing tasks beyo the three meetings were paid
$250/day, the standard NAEP consultant rate, but this work should be done by paid
staff in the future. This will be developed below. Token amounts were paid to
scholars for mail review, again at the rate standard for NAEP, but this could be
done without offering compensation as the NAEP planning process becomes more
visible and important to the field.

9) IlmsosensaplanninuracrauhaullbsLulknhauses"

Several times during the planning project, committees noted that their decision
about how to resolve an issue could and should be "tested". As recommendations
are made for the assessment through the governance board or other consensus
planning process committees serving it, procedures should be set up to evaluate how
the recommendations turn out. Recommendations usually are intended to have
some effect; the committee making the recommendations can often say how and
when one would know whether the intended effect has come about. The
committees should be asked to do this, to suggest how the recommendation could be
tested, and staff should have a systematic mec for following up on the
evaluation procedures that are suggested. This feature would add enormously to the
continuity of the planning process and what is learned from it. This is especially
important when one recognizes that the governance board will experience
considerable turnover, and that few if any of its members will serve long enough to
track the effects of individual policies or recommendations through a complete
assessment cycle.

10) The planning process should have a built-in buffer to ensure that recommendations

11)

A loop could be built into each planning-committee activity, so that at least some of
the more important recommendations made or policies set by committees or the
NAGB are held for some period of time until they can be considered again by the
committee or Board, before they become final policy.

1 ',II b!: I 1 ,. t
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Adequate support means having approvals and go-aheads to support the governance
activity, having time to conduct planning and governance activities that are complete
and sound, and having enough appropriate professional and other staff to support
the work of the new National Assessment Governing Board. These provisions must
be made by Congress, the Department of Education, and the leadership of NCES.
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The National Assessment Planning Project attempted to approximate the planning
activity that will be needed for state-by-state NAEP, using one full-time and two
part-time staff, completing the work in eight months, and often awaiting policies and
go-aheads while they were developed for the first time. While this was necessary in
this instance, it revealed that more time is needed, that a larger and more
comprehensive staff is needed, and that the Department must establish and
maintain many policies to structure and support the process.

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE ORIECIIVE-DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS

1) An explicit policyis needed by the NAGB to direct those developing objectives 011
the balance of assessiug what students do know and can do and objectives that are,

governance body.

The primary issue confronted by this project's Mathematics Objectives Committee
that will be at the forefront of future consensus planning activities was setting the
balance between what students kpaz and can now and what the
committee thought they d be taught. This tension is present in any large-scale
assessment program: given that the results of the assessment will be interpreted to
drive instructional improvement, should the assessment be gauged to lead
instruction toward a larger vision of what children should learn? Or, should it be
designed to /ago what is currently taught, so it can be a neutral gauge of how
much of that intended or planned curriculum is learned? The former will log
teaching forward, the latter will tend to maintain the =um.
In the past, NAEP objectives have been formulated to lead instruction somewhat,
but to rest close to current practice. In planning for state -by -state assessment, the
resolution was set more toward leading the field, for several reasons. First, the
states had already committed themselves, through CCSSO policy-setting on the
issue, to strive for a comprehensive, forward-lookingconsensus and not to settle for
a least common denominator of instructional content. Second, the Mathematics
Objectives Coni-nittee was favorably disposed toward the National Council of
Teachers of Mathematics Star.dards, which were intended as forward-looking goals
for mathematics instruction in the country over the next ten years. Finally, given the
problem of how to reconcile curriculum objectives that one state might address and
°than the Committee adopted the principle that the objectives should be
indnsive, those areas some states felt were important and not
becoming a list only what everyors was pursuing. Once this inclusive
approach was adopted, the compromise wasaire= around how much weight should
be given to the various areas. Less weight was assigned to areas that were more
progressive in nature or less prevalently addressed at this time.

The scope of the objectives should be broadly inclusive of the curriculum and take
into account the objectives of the various states and districts. They should include
what various scholars, 'tioners, and interested citizens expect to find in the
curriculum. They include the objectives that were tested in the previous
assessments so that trend data can be provided (at least on those objectives). When
one voice says "a" is important but not "b" and another voice supports "b" but not "a",
an assessment usually can and should include both. The current methodology of



2)

3)

matrix sampling of items allows for broad coverage, and analysis and reporting
methods that link results to measures of opportunity to learn can reveal whether
differential outcomes are related to whether students were exposed to "a" or to 'b ".
Finally, a narrow assessment is the greatest and perhaps most justifiable reason for
some educational leaders in a state to choose not to participate. They may stay out
because their state's objectives are not included or because they believe that the
assessment is attempting inappropriately to narrow or steer the curriculum through
the influence of the test or both, but they will be less likely to stay out because the
assessment represents a broader vision of what should be tested.

and other committees' work.

The magnitude of the work that had to be done by the Mathematics Objectives
Committee was underestimated in this project and did not account for staffing. An
objective-setting committee must ultimately produce a rvort that is both
substantive and substantial No person on the project staff was able to draft the
report, so preparing it depended on committee members. This is a problem NAEP
has addras assigning a staff specialist to each subject-area assessment and
stru learning area committee meetings to permit the committee to produce
wording changes in ousting objectives. In our case, the task called for a more
basic consideration of the objectives, and this will be true in the future. A sub-
committee was asked to prepare a preliminary draft of the objectives for the
Committee, and this helped expedite the Committee's task.

Staff specialists assigned to support the planning process in the future should
include one specialist for each subject that is assessed as well as others who are
specialists in methodological issues. The assessment-development specialists should
be trained and experienced professionals with either a background in the academic
discipline being assessed and experience in developing or managing instruction in
that subject, or they should be salists in the education of the subject with a
demonstrated capability to tap thinldng of scholars in the discipline as to its
priorities. During each assessment development cycle (the two-year process of
developing the objectives and exercises for a subject-area assessment) the person's
primary assignment should be supporting the development of objectives for their
subject and coordina' follow-up work on test and item specifications after
objectives are devel
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then we1_1 in_ advance to establish state committees to review t!
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sumerisfsksontont of the state assessment.

Our effort to elicit state reviews of the draft mathematics objectives in February
succeeded partly because each state was asked three months in advance to prepare
for this. This gave them time to set up committees and a means for responding in
their state that involved the appropriate people. This approach should be weighed
thoughtfully in comparison with the NAEP experience of using.a committee of
seven representatives from the states for the 1988 assessments in history and civics.
Much may be gained by providing for comprehensive consideration and input and
adequate lead-time to prepare for responses.

15



4) systematic analysis ofMate curriculum frameworks should be done and used ai

5)

6)
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In the planning project, a contract with Education Products Information Exchange
produced reports on the degree of alient of state curriculum guides with the
prior NAEP objectives. This was available for use by the Committee, but several
factors limited the extent to which this information was used by the Committee.
First, it was difficult to present the analysis in a way in which the results were
comprehensible and useful. The guides varied widely in their level of specificityand
in the degree to which they constituted state pas,. Also, it was difficult to find the
appropriate level at which to pitch the analysis. Guides varied widelyin their
content at a fine level of detail, but they were quite similar ifone looked at their
content at a more global level. The utility of this kind of analysis must be worked
out through its details.

Second, state committee review was ultimately important to the Objectives
Committee as a check on the alignment and compatibility of state curriculum
policies with the recommended objectives, as opposed to the content analysis. The
content analysis should be regarded more appropriately as a resource or reference
when states begin consideration of a set of objectives rather than as a basis for
determining the suitability of a set of objectives once they are drafted.

Finally, the need to reconcile states' differences in their curricular policies was
outweighed by support for a new, comprehensive, inclusive framework for the
assessment. Systematic, objective comparison of the policies was simply
overshadowed by the consensus- building phenomenon that occurred around the
prospect of a new set of directions. In the future, the type of objective analysis of
curnadum frameworks done by EPIE should be seen as useful background, but not
as the paramount determiner of the common ground of the assessment.

I.- It 1 II, if' I- .0

gpgragthingsgdubjosinarangs an . deep process ofrconsidraingamsals.
The prior NAEP objectives were an important resource in the objective-setting
process, helping structure the Committee's thinking on how the objectives should be
stated and presented, but the principle of basic reconsideration must be emphasized
clearly to give the governance _process legitimacy and to avoid inappropriate
adherence to continuity with the past.

s 1,6111
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SilintantheSUMMIIV to 1 read by committee members before their_deliberations
about the

A ten- to fifteen-page summary of trends and issues seems appropriate and could be
prepared by staff with appropnate participation by the field. A proposed review of
literature on mathematics curriculum priorities was conducted fix the planning
project in the form of a series of interviews with leading math educators, mostly
from higher education. These interviews were sumza. and reported to the
Mathematics Objectives Committee. The purpose was to identify issues and provide
guidance to the committee so major issues were not overlooked. In this project,
there was insufficient time to prepare a traditional literature review between
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September and the Mathematics Objectives Committee work in early December.
Several scholars were asked, but they declined to attempt the effort on the short
time schedule. Interviews with experts in the field, reported orally to the
Committee, were viewed by the Committee as a useful and adequate fall-back in
this instance. But a longer time frame would allow a more traditional review to be
prepared.
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employers. The review proms should be highly publicized. should be long enou

review comments in subsequent drafting of objectiveL

In this project, comments were solicited by _mail from scholars (math educators) on
the prior NAEP objectives and on the NMI standards before the mathematics
objectives were drafted. This produced some responses, but more responses came
in reaction to the actual draft objectives in January. All comments were
incorporated by staff into the draft report completed by the committee in February.

Respondents were paid $50.00 for reacting to the draft. As discussed below, this
may not be necessary or appropriate as participation in these activities becomes
broader and is recognized by the field as a more important event.

8) The NAEP planning process should become an event which drives consideration
and development of nationalsoalLfor education in a subject. through the process of

determine

9)

The NCTM draft mathematics curriculum standards became a very important
document in the objective-setting process. It was the product of widespread
involvement of math educators over the prior two years. In the future, NAEP can
capitalize on such developments if they are available in areas such as reading,.
waling science, history, or civics. If they are not available, it may not roe feasible to
commission the two-year rocess required to produce such standards as part of the
objective-setting task in p an individual assessment, but over time the NAEP
consensus planning process will gin to precipitate such efforts by professions, so
they can be factored in to the consensus planning. There is evidence this is already
taking place in anticipation of the 1992 state-by-state assessment in reading.

Again, consistent with the vision for the planning process discussed earlier, this
event should become a very appropriate means for tapping the best thinking among
our teachers, academicians, curriculum specialists, and the concerned public (such
as the business community) about what in a sul4ect should be taught and where
instruction in that subject should be headed. Ultimately, the NAEP planning
process should have consciously-developed links, established by the NAGB and its
staff, between it and the analogues in other subject areas of the development of the
NCTM standards.
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specialist teachers' organizations could fulfill this roles
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Initially, the role of the Mathematical Sciences Education Board (MSEB) was not
well defined in the planning process. They became very helpful in securing people
for Committees and for mail review.

10) As part of the process discussed above. where setting the objectives fo: the

11)

12)
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each subject.

Business community input was difficult to achieve. Advice from others who had
tried to involve business leaders in thinking about mathematics content was not
encouraging. A literature review provided few detailed suggestions from this
perspective on math content for schools. One recent report from the Committee on
Educational Development recommended what content areas should be emphasized;
it was provided to the committee as background information.

:II $1111

The point was made by some state assessment directors and mathematics specialists
that in deciding whether to participate in a state-level NAEP, more detail would be
needed on the content of the assessment than that provided by the traditional
format of NAEP objectives booklet The Mathematics Objectives Committee
responded to this by including sample exercises in the report. As the draft was
circulated, the need for test descriptions and items became even more apparent
than anticipated at the start of the project. It was not feasible to produce these two
documents in the time frame in which the project was conducted, and they were
provided-for separately and after the fact by the NAEP grantee to support review by
states of draft exercises.

Producing these documents should be the responsibility of the National Assessment
Governing Board. They should be conducted or contracted by the NAGB and
conveyed to the Demtinent of Education for use in guiding the development of
exercises by the NAM) operations contractor. The need for appropriate staff to
support the objective-setting exercise was discussed earlier, the NAGB should have
staff or contracting resources to permit it to produce test and item specifications, if
it does this directly, or to contract for them if that is more convenient or

Maintaining NAGB responsibility for objectives and specifications is
way to divide and execute responsibilities between NAGB, NCES

AEP operational contractor conducting the assessment, as distinguished in
the new legislation.
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obiectivesand to develop or oversee the development of item cations should
begin sufficiently in advance of submitting the reports to N for conveyance to
the NAEP operational contractor.

The original time-line for developing the math objectives in this project was
extended when it became apparent that the work-plan for January and February was
not possible, because of the time required for vanous reviews. The completion date
for the recommendations was extended to April 1,1988, when NAEP staff reported
they needed to start drafting exercises by that date. Even still, seven months from



start-up through approvals is far too little time to solicit thinking from the field and
the nation generally.

If item writing for the 1992 assessment must start April 1, 1990 the following
sc iedule seems to be a minimum:

NAGB establish committee, prepare
for its start, alert field
to process-2 months

Start development of objectives
by committee-6 months

Start development of item
specifications, 1/2 months

To ED for review
Two months

Revision by NAGB and conveyance by
NCES to operations contractor to
begin preparing exercises

Dec. 1, 1988

Feb. 1, 1989

Aug. 1, 1989

Jan. 15, 1990

March 15, 1990

For the planning of a state-level assessment according to the approach used in this
project, the consensus process needs to been least sixteen months in advance of
the beginning of item writing by the NAEP operational contractor. This is to
provide six complete months after the establishment of the Objectives Committee to
develop objectives, after the committee is organized, and it provides more than five
months for the development of test and item specifications by staff or a contractor,
actra the objectives are complete, but before test-development begins. If the process
is even broader and more time-consuming than the one reported here, which it
should be in order to include more tapping of thinking in the field, then that time
should be extended at least six months.

13) Over time. what each successive assessment measures in a subject should be
of/I : I C. mil I I I , : I I
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believe should be taught. Otherwise. the assessment will discourage curriculum
.1 01 el t ;

in the world that ju g* change in our view of what is important for students to know
ADd be able to do,

Having trend chits to measure progress based on some of the same objectives
between assessments is important. It is not likely, however, that subject matter
content would change so much over two to six years (between assessments) that
there would not be enough common objectives to provide trend data. Analysis and
reporting methodology can differentiate success with new objectives from historical
trends.
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RECOMMENDATIONS ON_PLANNING PROCEDURF,S,ANALYSLS,..AND
REPORTING

1) Il I 0, t: I 'Al t I II IA I I I .

consideration of Umlauts,

As in the Math Objectives Committee, this group made many recommendations that
departed from past NAEP practice. They were advised at the outset not to be
limited as a constraint to current procedures or resources. For example, they
recommended reporting assessment results by curriculum sub-area rather than just
by the overall NAEP proficiency scales for the subject. This freedom of scope is
essential to a legitimate consensus planning process.

2) Lamehiemenufarissibukaalnelytic recommendations should be done byj
consensus plannimgommillariaIslygualiaulgaLL
In the planning project, it was presumed that committee recommendations cf uld be
prepared at least in preliminary form by the Committee. This was impossible; staff
had to work from committee deliberations and decisions to prepare a report
containing recommendations. This will continue to be true in die future, and the
NAGB should su' . rt procedural and analytic planning committees with staff.
These staff shoul ave expertise in design issues includina sampling, scaling, and
analytical models; they should also have expertise in practical matters in the
administration of an assessment, including ensuring that are valid and
consistent. During each, two-year assessment cycle, NA B should have one full-
time staff member whose primary responsiblity is to help planning committees seek
input and advice on these issues, prepare recommendations and other reports, and
work with NCES and the operational contractor on the implementation of
recommendations.

3) When changes b,. 11 'lend d
evaluated and they should be controlled to avoid making too many changes at once,

While the procedural features for the state-level NAEP were being considered, two
sp.cific problems brought this issue to the fore. One was exploration of possible
..uses for anomalous results in the 1988 reading assessment. The otherwas
consideration of how to structure state and federal responsibilities in the expanded
NAEPwhether to change the mode of test-administration from contractor
administration to cooperative administration by state and local staff. The PAR
Committee felt, that in these instances lay a strong rationale for introducing new
procedural changes only under conditions where their effects could be controlled
andmeasured.
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Determination of how state-by-state results are to be presented, the degree to which
background conditions are to be taken into account, and the educational processes
with which achievement results are to t Y4 related at the state level are weighty tasks,
philosophically and eaucationally. T.ieir resolutions, while appearing to constitute
straightforward methodological decisions, have great political and educational
import. This fact should be remembered as these issues are considered, so that their



consideration is not erroneously relegated to a mundane methodological realm,
b cause these issues will refuse to remain in such realm. Their social and political
nature must be confronted squarely and by people with appropriate insights and
expertise to resolve them. The process also revealed that a planning committee can
successfully lay down design principles and decisions that can guide that project.
These decisions need not be left entirely to staff to resolve along the way; many of
them must be resolved by a politically - representative body.

4) NAEP should have a modest pool of resources that are devoted to new ideas. while,
the practical constraints and need for caution in the ongoing program are honored,

The tension between the assessment being descriptive and being prescriptive applies
to the consideration of technical issues as well as to consideration of content. Here,
the issue for the future is the effect on innovation. Consensus planning tends to be
levelling, toward a common denominator of professional opinion. This is
exacerbated in the instance of planning NAEP, because of the constant need to plan
an assessment that must be in the Geld-in two or three years. Although very bright
ideas may emerge in the planning process, if they are too innovative they are
discouraged or shelved in light of the practical need to Dian something that can be
done and that will be technically reliable in th" near term. Unlike innovations or
progressive stands taken on the content to be assessed, innovations in
methodological areas often involve real risks and material costs. Progressive
content, ni the other hand, risks only falling short and not progressing as quickly as
we desired. These risks are non-specific and the cost of being ambitious is low and
distant. Therefore, there is a need for the planning process to be complemented
with a means to support methodological innovation.

No more than S200-250,000 would be required to support as many as a dozen
specialists working on the viability of their innovations. Such a program could be
conducted by NAGB or, under its direction, by NCES, as a discretionary program of
grants awarded competitively to contributing planners, analysts, and technical
specialists in the field.
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'dine the Committee toward i3 recommendation. In the future. this issue and
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Also, since the expanded NAEP has as one purpose more informed policymaking,
the presentation of results should be worked out through a back-and-forth planning
process involving representative policymakers and planning committees on the
design of the formats for presenting results. Ideally, this should be done around
mock-ups of possible displays.

6) States and other coastoncies should be consulted in the future on procedural and
dasigaissus.

Input from states on PAR issues was timely and valuable. Fully half of the states
either made comments at the outset or responded to drafts on the PAR issues.

21



States contributed substantially to the resolution of some technical issues. One
state, for example, provided a simulation of how to use demographic variables to
interpret states' comparative assessment results. This should be solicited and
encouraged !..1 the future. Most states seemed more interested in getting adequate
specification of some solution, rather than being interested in one particular
solution.

7) Professional associations provided useful resources on some issues: their helpshould be sought Mayssafisissurainzlanningintheanum
The question of how to specify rules for inclusion of special students was solved
largely by the National Assocation of State Directors of Special Education, and the
Association of State Assessment Programs provided very concrete advice on the
development of test specifications. These resources can be relied-upon in the
future, and others can be brought in to help on other issues.

8) 'sett ,t 61 4 4,!: 4 1 t . I 111 12
precede item writing. This should result in a flee-standing document t at is in
addition to the objective booklet and that can be reviewed by stakeholders prior to
development of exercises

CONCLUSION

The National Assessment Planning Project served two purposes. One was to make
the transition substantively from a National Assessment of Educational Progress to a state-
by-state one, to actually decide how that would be done. The other was to serve as an
experiment or stalking-horse in the planning of something as sensitive as a state-by-state
educational assessment in the United States. This report is aimed at realizing that
experiment. If the project MS successful, the observations and recommendations put forthhere will provide the National Assessment Governing Board and its staff and custodians in
the National Center for Education Statistics with something valuable, based on this uniqueexperience.
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he
development

rocess
he National Assessment appreciates the
efforts of all the individuals who contribute
to the development of a reading assess-
ment. Many people. Including university
professors, classroom teachers, legislators.

parents, and other interested individuals, participated in
developing and in reviewing drafts of the objectives.

This particular objectives booklet combines the work
of two Learning Area Committeesthose from the 1983-
84 and the 1985-86 reading _assessmentsand extends
at least through the 1987.88 reading assessment.

Special thanks are due to the members of these com-
mittees who developed the framework and specifications
(or the assessment, were responsive to the reviews, and
spent long hours reviewing and revising objectives and
exercises. Appreciation is also due to Ka le Gerritz, read-
ing coordinator for NAErs 1985-86 assessment.

The National Assessment extends its deep apprecia-
tion to all participants and reviewers:

Jo Beth Allen, Kansas State University. Manhattan. KS

Arthur Applebee. National Council of Teachers of English.
Urbana. IL
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Michael Axline, University of Oregon. Eugene, OK

Fernie Baca, University of Colorado, Denver. CO

Richard Beach, University of Minnesota. Minneapolis. MN

Barbara Bianchi, Paideia School. Atlanta, GA

Susan Blank, Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation, Brooklyn, NY

Robin Butterfield. Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory, Portland, OK

Robert C.alfee, Stanford University, Stanford. CA

Jeanne Chall, Harvard Graduate School of Education,
Cambridge. MA

Carita Chapman, Chicago Public Schools, Chicago, IL

Ruth Coleman, North Side High School Mothers Alumni
Club, Port Wayne, IN

Christopher Connell. Associated Press. Washington, DC

Larry Coon, McDonald's Restaurants, Henderson. TX

Bernice Cullinan, hew York University, New York, NY

Mary E. Curtis. Harvard Graduate School of Education.
Cambridge, MA

Jacqueline Danzberger, Youthwork Inc., Arlington, VA

Martha Darling, Washington Roundtable Education Study.
Bellevue, WA

Philip DiStelano, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO

Terry Dozier, South Carolina State Department of
Education, Columbia, SC

Priscilla Drum. University of California at Santa Barbara,
Santa Barbara. CA

William Elkf, State University of New York at Buffalo.
Amherst. NY
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Leo Estrada, University of California, Los Angeles. CA

Claryce Evans, Boston Public Schools. Boston, MA

Marjorie Farmer. School District of Philadelphia,
Philadelphia. PA

Roger Fad. University of Indiana, Bloomington. IN

Edmund Farrell. University of Taos. Austin. TX

Edward Fry. Rutgers University. Flew Brunswick. NJ

Carol Gibson. National Urban League, Mew York. NY

Kenneth Goodman. University of Arizona. Tucson. AZ

Naomi Gordon. Public Schools of Brookline.
Lexington. MA

Donald Graves. University of Mew Hampshire. Durham, Nil

Jean Greenlaw, North Texas State University. Denton. TX

Doris Hankins. Germantown High School. Germantown. TN

Jerome Harste, University of Indiana. Bloomington. IN

David Hayes. University of Georgia. Athens. GA

Paul Heffernan. Star Market. Newtonville. KIA

Harold Herber, Syracuse University. Syracuse. NY

Jane Holt. Champlain Valley Union High School.
Hinesburg, VT

Shuin Huang, City of Thornton, Thornton. CO

Gratin Khayal Kruse. Audubon Junior High School,
Los Angeles, CA

.udith Langer. University of California. Berkeley. CA

Diane Lapp, Boston University. Boston, MA

Herbert J. Lapp. Jr.. GPU Nuclear Corporation,
Parsippany. FL.1

Ron Lessnau, Hamburger University. Oakbrook, IL

Ray Marshall, University of Texas, Austin, TX

Phyllis A. Miller. Reading Development Seminars,
Minneapolis, MN
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Charles Moody. University of Michigan, National Alliance
of Black Schoo! Educators. Ann Arbor. MI

Peter Mosenthal, Syracuse University, Syracuse. NY

Edwin Newman, NBC Mews, New York, NY

Pedro Pedraza. Jr., Hunter College, New York. NY

Anthony Pehosky, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA

Carolyn N. Pinckney. Bunker Hill Elementary School,
Washington. DC

Carolyn Pollan. Slate of Arkansas. Fort Smith. AR.

Walter L. Powers. School District #271, Coeur d'Alene, ID

John Readance. Louisiana State University.
Baton Rouge, LA

Beverly Roller. Jefferson County Public Schools,
Littleton. CO

Glenn E. Rolz, Highland Elementary School, Clarkson. WA

Sarah Saint-Onge. Godine Publishing Co.. Boston. MA

Man C. Salgado. Johnston High School. Austin, TX

S. Jay Samuels, University of Minnesota. Minneapolis. MN

Robed Schreiner, University of Minnesota. Minneapolis, MN

John StevAg, University of Wisconsin. Milwaukee, WI

Dorothy Strickland, Columbia University, New York. NY

Robed Tierney. University of Illinois, Champagne-Urbana. IL

Jaap Tuinman. Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, B.C..
Canada

Janet Tully. Marriott Corporation. Washington, DC

Richard Vacca, Kent Stale University. Kent. OH

Rod Vahl. Central High School, Davenport, IA

Sheila Valencia, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO
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Thomas Vallejos, University of Colorado. Boulder. CO

Richard Venezky, University of Delaware. Newark, DE

Maria Watkins, University of Pennsylvania, Graduate
School of Education, Philadelphia, PA

Rick Wetherell, North Bend high School, West Bend. OK
Susan M. Wolf, The Hastings Center. flastings-on-

Hudson, MY

Kathy Yen, San Francisco Public Schools, San Francisco, CA

Seymour Yesner, Brookline High School, Brookline, MA
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.jntroduction
& overview

The Development Process

L

ince 1969. The Nation's Report Card. the
National Assessment of Educational Pro-
gress MEM, has been responsible for col-
lecting information about the educational
achievement of our nation's youth in a vari-

ety of subject areas. These areas have included reading,
mathematics. writing, science, musk, art. literature, com-
puter competence, social studies, and citizenship. Civics
was first measured in the context of tne 1969-70 Citizen-
ship assessment. again in the 1974-75 Citizenship
assessment, and a third time in 1981-82 as part of a
combined assessment of citizenship and social studies.
The objectives contained in this booklet represent a mod-
ification of some of the 1981-82 Citizenship objectives
and additional objectives which reflect current trends in
civics education.'

The new statement was developed by NAEP's Learning
Area and Stale Advisory Committees and has been
reviewed extensively by teachers, curriculum specialists.
and school administrators to ensure that the assessment
topics do not diverge substantially from current instruc-
tional practice cc expectations. All of the contributors and
reviewers were selected to reflect the perspectives of peo-

088soddio and Soda, Studles ObActives 1981 82 Asselsnwnt (bookie No 13
C.5.101. Denver CO. National Assessment of Lducetional nogiess. talim.dhon
Commission of the soles
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pie in various sizes and types of communities, from many
geographic regions, and from a variety of racial/ethnic
groups.

This final statement does not necessarily reflect the
views of every individual who participated in the develop-
ment and review processes. but presents. as accurately as
possible, the consensus reached.

The Assesswent of Civics:
United Stat ..s Government and Politics

The assessment of civics will take plack during the Bicen-
tennial of the writing of the :.'sited States Constitution,
the oldest written national constitution in the world. Par-
ticipation in the government ol the United States by all
individuals is what forms a democracyour government
is of, by. and for the people. To endure, a democracy
relies on the ability and willingness of its citizens to be
involved intelligently in political and public affairs at all
levels: local. state, national. and international.

The broad purpose of including U.S. government and
civics in school curricula is to prepare students to reflect
on and participate in the political decision-making pro-
cesses of our society. Understanding democratic princi-
ples will help students appreciate and exercise their rights
as well as ttcognize the responsibilities inherent in belt g
a United States citizen. Studying the structure of our gov-
ernment. the functions of its three branches. and the
poiitical processes by which decisions are made wiii
enable students to participate more fully and effectively as
informed citizens.

The Objectives Framework for Civics:
United States Government and Politics
A three-dimensional matrix made up of Content. Context,
and Cognition outlines the broad objectives for civics edu-
cation 'Figure 1 presents the mato* and shows how cacti

4i 6

dimension is divided into major categories. Each exercise
in the assessment can be classified within the matrix by
matching the category of content it assesses. the context
in which the question is asked, and the cognitive skill it
measures.

Together, these dimensions help define the major
objectives of United States civics education and provide
guidelines for developing qustions to assess students at
age 9/grade 4. age 13/grade 8, ...d age 17/grade 12.
This conceptual framework and the objectives themselves
may he useful to curriculum developers in their. own con-
sidei itions of scope and priorities at state and local
levels.

Figure 1
Conceptual Framework /or Clvka:'
United States Onuntuneast and Politics Otdectives

knows

Home

School

Coannually

Slate

NANA

World

7



. articipants
in the

development
process

he National Assessment appreciates the
efforts of all of the individuals who con-
tributed to the development of the 1988
Civics Objectives. Many educators. includ-
ing university prom- nrs. history and social

science researchers, classroom teachers, school adminis-
trators. and curriculum specialists, as well as concerned
parents and lay persons. participated in developing and
reviewing successive drafts. These objectives could not
have been developed without their substantial involve-
ment. The National Assessment wishes to extend its grati-
tude to all participants.

MEP Advisory Committees for the
1987-88 Assessment of Civics:
United States Government
and Politics

Learning Area Committee

Russ Allen. Wisconsin Depd11111C111 of Public Instruction,
Madison, WI

Mary Graham, Metropolitan I'llbIK Schools, Nashville, 1 1'3
Joel Grossman, Univerily iil Wit onsiii. Madison, WI

, 4 ,)
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David Hammack. Case Western Reserve University,
Cleveland. Ott

Peter Kneedler. California Department of Education,
Saciamento, CA

Sheila Mann. American Political Science Associates.
Washington. DC

.Sam Natoli. National Council for the Social Studies,
Washington. DC

Harty Scheiber, Chair, University of California,
Berkeley, CA

Betty Waugh. West Mesa High School, Albuquerque. NM

State Advisory Committee

Russ Allen, Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction,
Madison, WI

Helen Brown. Bureau of Curriculum. In-Service & State
Dept., Baton Rouge. lA

John Chapman. Michigan Slate Department of Education,
Lansing, MI

Roger Hammer, Wyoming Department of Education,
Cheyenne. WY

Peter Kneedler, California Department of Education,
Sacramento. CA

Douglas Robertson. Slate Department of Public
Administration, Raleigh. NC

Lois Rubin, Virginia Department of Education,
Richmond. VA

Development Consultants and
Revietiers

Ron Adams, Kingswood High School, Wolfeboro, NH
James F. Adomanis, Annapolis, MD
Susan Austin. Bala Cynwyd. PA
Marvin Awbrey, Fresno Unified School District. Fresno, CA
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Rosemary Banc. Robertson Academy, Nashville, TN
J. Sherman Barker. The Hotchkiss School, Lakeville. CT
Jim Bell, Poway High School, Poway, CA
Marjorie Bingham, St. Louis Park Schools.

St. Louis Park, MN
Jeanine Blumberg, surer at Stony Brook, Stony Brook. NY
Mabel McKinney downing. I(LIC. American Bar Assn.,

Chicago, IL

Judy Bristol, Houston Independent School District,
Houston, TX .

Nancy Brown. Mississippi Board ol. Education,
Jackson, MS

George Burson, Aspen High School, Aspen, CO
Robert Campbell, Wesleyan Church, Lambertville, NJ
Mary Ann Card la, The Philadelphia School,

Philadelphia, PA
Carol Chaet, Cambridge Public Schools, Cambridge, MA
Phyllis Clarke, Boulder Valley Schools, Boulder, CO
Harriet Crane, The Baldwin School, Bryn Mawr, PA
Gerald Danger, University (*Chicago, Chicago, IL
Robert M. Dawson, Albuquerque, NM

Charlotte de Costa, The Baldwin School, Bryn Mawr, PA
Cooper DM, McMurray Middle School, Nashville, TN
Deborah Drucker, Svingbrook High School,

Chevy Chase, MD
Mirk Epstein, Cherry Creek High School, Englewood, CO
William Fermium Flemington, ru
George Plink, Portland, OR
Mary Giunta lex officio), rimwritwitc, Washington. DC
C. Dale Greenwald, Learning Improvement Services,

Nederland, CO
David Harris, Oakland County Public Schools. Pontiac. Ml
JoAnn Heidenrekh, Hillwood High School. Nashville. TN

Sylvia Hoffert, St. Louis Country Day School.
St Louis. MO

Reverend Giles P. Hayes, 0 S IS , The Delbat ton Schtx>1.

Muni:Atm'', NJ
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Linda Glickstein, Philadelphia. PA
David Glickstein, Philadelphia, PA
Paul Dennis Hoffman, Canyon de. Oro High School,

Tucson. AZ
Donna Hudson, Old Center Elementary School,

Antioch, TN

Alison Johnson, Glencliff High School. Nashville, TN
Savannah Jones, Birmingham Public Schools,

Birmingham, AL
Sylvia Karnowsky, Overton High School. Nashville, TN
Joseph Kovacs, Edison School District, Edison, NJ

David Laudenschlager, Rapid City Central High School,
Rapid City. SD
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James Loguldke, Bucks County Intermediate Unit,
Doylesoovm, PA

Thomas Lyons, Phillips Academy, Andover. MA
Anne McNair. Kirkpatrick Elementary School,

Nashville, TN
Maly Moorland. Parkway School District,

Chesterfield, MO
David Meisrow, Portland. OR
fay Metcalf; National CouncU of the Social Studies,

Washington, DC .

S. Rex Hamm, Pennsylvania State University,
University Park, PA

Carla Manbervis, Meigs Magnet School. Nashville. 171
Louise Osborne, fall-Hamikon Elementary School,

Nashville, Tr,

Arthur Pease, Lebanon Nigh School, Lebanon, NH
ftederkh W Pfister, Bloomfield Hills, Mt
Douglas Phillips, Anchorage School District.

Anchorage, AK
John Philips, California Department of Education,

Sacramento, CA
Catherine Pickle, Memphis City Schools, Memphis. TN
Gene Fichd, Oak Ridge School, Oak Ridge, TN
Helen Richardson. Fulton County Board of education.

Atlanta. OA
Susan Roberts, Albuquerque PIM

Ludl le Robinson, Ontario-Muntdair, Ontario, CA

Al Rocca, Sequoia Junior High School, Redding. CA
John Rossi, el Cerrito Senior Nigh, El Cerrito. CA
Jennk Scott. Moore Middle School, Nashville. T11
Denny Shillings. Homewood-Flossmore Community nigh

School, Flossmore, It.
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Larry Strial. :yd. Public Instruction Office, Tumwater, WA
Ruth Sykes, Haywood Elementary School, Nashville, TN
Elaine M. Takenaka. Department of Education,

Honolulu, Ill
Jan Talbot, Fair Oaks, CA
Steven Teal, Hercules, CA
(Ian Teeter, Percy Priest Elementary School, Nashville, TN

27

le j



Paul Tice, McMurray Middle School, Nashville, TN
Maly Jane Turner, Center for Civic Education,

Calabasas, G
Jane Vandercook, Hunters Lane Comprehensive High

School, 'Hendersonville, TN
Deborah Wekh, NIA, Washington, DC
Joy Weldon, Bethlehem, VA
Mary Wu Williams. Santa re, NM
Thomasine Wilson, Berkeley, CA
Virginia Wilson, NC School of Science and Mathematics.

Durham, NC
Celeste Wood ley. Boulder Valley Schools, Boulder, CO
Brian R. Wright, fleely's Bend Middle School,

Nashville, TN
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PUBLIC LAW 98-511. SI:CLION 405(e)

(1) In addition to the other responsibilities of the Office underthis wawa, the Offwe shall carry out, by groat or cooperative agree-meat with a nonprofit educa:ional organuation. a National Anew-anent of Educational Polarises which shall have as a primary pur-pose Me assessment of the performing et children and "nodadults in the basic skills of readise'anikamatia. consnsunication,and other subjects and skills. Such a liblienal Assessment shallt4) collect and report at least once nay five year, data as-sessing the performance of students at 'Moue ye or gradelevel s le each o f Me areas of reading, wrung and mathemat-ics;
(B) report periodically data a chanson in knowledge andskills of such students over a period of time
(C) 4 mduct special asseasneetas of cake educational areas.as the need for additional national ialbIllbaliON arises;(D) include in asseatasent activities information on specialgroups of individuate;
(E) provide technical assistance ko State educatsonal "pa-nes and to local educati..dmil agencies on the use o f NationalAssessnwat ohjectives. primarily to-6.1 the basic skills of and comma-nication. and

ail on making comparisons of such assessments with thenativist profik (including special population profiled andchange dak deseloped by the National Assatsment sad(1) with respect to ma Star. which volsuitarib participatesin amnia** aritA parap
SIm

(Apron* steittmest of ale"atat m collected by' Me NIMional Asemscasst for amok suche.
ellAJ The orgarisation throne* which the Office melee out theNational Assessment shall be responsible for overall managaneast ofMe National Amassment Such organisation shirtutratt author`by to design and the conduct f Me Assarnientto an Assonant atnuosittea established by such organise-tin. The Assessment Adicy Clusereittee shall be composed ofal five menshers appointed by the osimni-Apao-as of whom twomembers shall be by of hominess and Wintry andthree inembers be repwentatives of Me general public;and

ail fourteen members appointed by the organisa from thecateenies ofmembership specified in subparagraph
tion
ati

72

(B) Members of the Assessment Policy Committee appointed an
accordance with subparagraph (AX& shall be

ll) one chief State school officer;
Igo two State legislators;
Haw two school district superintendents;
(iu) one member of a State board of education;
None member of a local school bowel;
(vi) one Governor of a State;
(vii) four classroom teachers;
(viii) one elementary school principal; and
(ix) one secondary school principal

(C) The Assistant Secretary shall serve as an a officio member
of the Assessment Policy Committee. The Assistant Secretory shall
also appoint a member of she Council to serve as nonvoting member
of the Assessment Policy Committee.

OW Members appointed in accordance with subparagraph (Al (i)
and ail shall be appointed for terms for three years on a staggered
basis.

(3) The Assessment Policy Committee established by paragraph
(V shall be responsible for the design of the National Assessment,
including the selection of the learning areas to be assessed, the de-
velopment and selection of goal statements and assessment items,
the assessment methodology. the form and content of the reporting
and dissemination of assessment results, and studies to evaluate
and improve the form and utilisation of the National Assessment.
The appropriateness of all cognitive, background, and attitude items
developed as part of th National Assessment shall be the responsi-
bility of the Assessment Rolicy Committee. Such items shall be sub-
ject to review by the Department of Education and the Office of
Management and Budget for a single period of not more than sixtyM

(4) Each learning area assessment shall have goal statements de-
vised through a national ensue approach, providing for active
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, subject matter spe-
cialists, local school administrators, parents. and members of the
general blic. All items selected for use in the assessment shall be
re to exclude items which might reflect racial, sex, cultural,
or regional bias.

(5) Participation in the National Assessment by State and local
education agencies selected as part of a sample of such agencies
shall be voluntary.

(6) The Secretary shall provide for a periodic review of the Na-
tional Assessment. This review shall provide an opportunity for
public comment on the conduct and usefulness of the National As-
sessment and shall result in Report to the Congress. the President,
and the Nation on the findings and recommendations. if any, of the
review. The Secretary shall consider the findings and recommenda-
tions in designing the competition to select the organisation through
which the Office carries out the National Assessment.
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102 STAT. 344 PUBLIC LAW 100-297t PR. 28, 1988

ID USC 4843

National
Aramment of
Ilinattionharm

ANNI DSC ani

se USC 1221.- I
sots.

20 USC 1221.. -I.

Grants
Caotracia

SEC. 3243. DEFINITIONS.

For the purpose of this part
(1) the term "at risk" means students who, because of leant.

ing deficiencies, hack of school readiness, limited English pro.
Waxy poverty, educational or economic disadvantage, orphirl or emotional handicapping conditions face greater risk
of educational achievement and have greater potential of
becoming school dropouts;
2) the term "Bosse means the Fund Board established

under section 3231;
(3) the term "Fuer mem the Fund for the Improvement

and 'Worm of Scheele and Teaching established under section
3202; and

(4) the term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Education.

PART CNATIONAL Assita
RsruttESS

ar OP EDUCATIONAL
PROG

SIC. MI. SNORT TITUL

This part may be cited as the "National Agesement of Edu-
cational Progress Improvement Act".
SIC. SM. STATININT Or MUM&

The purpose of this part is to improve the effectiveness of otu
Nation's schools by nuking objective information about student
performance in 6:;ected learning arose :Imitable to policymaliers at
the national, regional, State, and local tIoels. To enhance its utility,
such information shall be both trim and comparable and
shall be maintained in a manner sesures the privacy of individ-usl students and their families. It ismnot the f this Ar. to
authorise the collection er reporting of on student
attitudes or Wei or on other matters that are not germane ta
the acquisition and analysis of information about academic achieve-
ment.
SIC. IDOL NATIONAL ASSINISISINT 01/ EDUCATIONAL FROONESS.

(a) GlItilliAL AtneoureSection 406 of the General Bducatio..
Provisions Act (hereafter in this part referred to as "the Act" and

gnating
as

amended by section 3001 of this Utle) is amended b redeei
subsection (i) es subregion (j) and by inserting after subsection (h)
the"(Zia the advice of the National Argument Governing
Bard establighed by paragraph Wan, the Commissioner ono
zzroggii=t.contnicts, or cooperative agreement. with

or consortia thereof, a National Assessment
of Educational Proper The National Amusement of Educational

shall be- placed in the National Center for Education
rifeag=s and shall report directly to the Commissioner for Mu-
tational Statistics. The purpose er the National Argument is the
assessment of the performance of chilihen and adults in the bowie
skills of reading, mathematics, science, writing, history/geograehY
and other areas selected by the Boa. i.

"(28A) The National Armament Phan provide a fair and accurate
presentation of educational achievement in skills, abilities, and
knowledge in reading, writing, _mathematics, science, history/geog-
nsphY, and other areas specified by the Board, and shall use sue-
piing techniques that produce data that are representative on

1
I PUBLIC LAW 100-297APR. 28, 1988 102 STAT. 34

national and regional basis and on a State basis pursuant to sub-paragraphs (CXi) and (C)(ii). In addition, the National Assessment Reports
Sh1111"'' glect and report data on a periodic basis, at least onceevery years for readinf and mathematics; at least once every 4years for writing and science; and at least once every 6 years forhistory/geography and other subject areas selected by theBard;

"(ii) collect and report data every 2 years on students at ages9, 13, and 17 and in grades 4, 8, and 12;
"MI report achievernen data on a basis that ensures validreliable trend reporting;
"(iv) include information on special groups.

"(131 In carryft ova_ app of subparagraph (A), theSecretary and the Board appointed under paragraph (5) shall assurethat at WM. 1 of the subject matters in each of the 4 and 6 yearcycles described in subparagraph (M(i) will be included in each 2;:or cycle Assessment.
"(CXi) The National Armament shall develop a trial mathematicsassessment survey instrument for the eighth grade and shall con-duct a demonstration of the instrument in 1990 m States which wishto participate, with the purpose of determining whether such anasseesment yield. valid, reliable State representative data.The National Assessment shall conduct a trial mathematicsassessment for the fourth and eighth grades in 1992 and, pursuantto subparagraph (6)(D), shall a trial reading assessment to

be administered in 1992 for three
develop

fourth grade in States which wish toparticir `e, with the pupae of determining whether such anNNW Ant yields _valid, State representative data.The Mnal Amassment shall ensure that a representativesample of students participate in such assessments."(iv) No State may agree to participate in the demonstrationdescribed in this subsection witnout hill knowledge of the process forconsensus decitionmaking on objectives to be tested, required in
s=ph (6811), and of assessment demonstration standards forg, test Mministration, test security, data collection, valida-tion and wishing to participate shall sign an Contractsegmment by the Commissioner. A participating Stat.shall review and give permission for release of results from any testof its students administered as a part of this demonstration prior tothe release of such data. Retinal by a State to release its data shs;isot restrict the reporting of data from other States that evethe release of such data.approved

The te Commissioner shall provide for an independent evalue- Report,lion conducted by a nationally recognized organization (such as theNational Academy of Sc meal or the National Academy of Edu-
ction) of the pilot programs to areas the feasibility and validity oflatiormenta and the fairness and accuracy of the data they produce.The report shall also describe the technical problems encounteredand a description about what was learned about how to best reportdata from the National Assessment of Educational Progress. Th'1.

ill) within 18 months of the time such assessments were condui
Which participated in assessments pursuant to paragraph (C) (i) and

IhenF annrnartnt ...... 1-.

%lop and conduct, upon the direction of the Board and subject to

"(WO The National Assessment shall have the authority to de-

results of this report will be provided to the Congress and to States
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13KA) The National Assessment shall not collect any data that

are not directly related to the appraisal of educational performance,
achievements, and traditional demographic reporting variables, or
to the fair and accurate pnasatation of such information.

"(B) The National Amer asset shall provide technical assistance
to States, localities, and other parties that desire to participate in
the asesmment to yield additional information described in paw'
graph

141(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), the public shall
have alma to all data, questions, and test instruments of the
National Assessment.

IRO The Commandoes *WI 411.11* that all personally identifi-
able information about studeala their educational performance, and
their families and that inisnration with resprrA to individual
schools remain contkiential, in accordance with section Ma of title
5, United States Code.

"(ii) Notwithstanding any other Kennon of the law, the Se*
rotary nsay adios to make toddle& to the public for a period not
to mead 10 years fallowing their leitial see cognitive questions that
the Secretary intends to muss in the ftdure.

u(C) lite use of Naiad Asessmeat test items and test data
employed the Pilot prqpium authorised in subsection (2)(C) to
rank, compare, or otherwise evaluate individual students. schools, or

"(RAMO There traillitatablailed the National Assemnent Governing
school ditricts

Board (hereafter in this action referred to es the 'Board').
"(ii) The Board shell formulate the policy guidelines for the

National Amminent.
"(B) The Board shall be appointed by the Secretary in accordance

with this subparagraph and subparagraphs (C), (IA and (la The
Board shall be composed of

"(i) two Governors, or former Governors, who shall not be
members of the same political party;

"(ii) two State lee&nws, who shall not be members of the
same political party;

"till) two chief State school officers;
"(iv) one superintendent oft' local educational agency;
"(v) one member of a State board ot education;
"(vi) one member ate local board of education;
"(vii) three damson teachers representing the grade levels

at which the National Assessment is conducted;
"(viii) one representative of business or industry;
"(ix) two curriculum specialists;
"(a) two tasting and measurement experts;
"(xi) one nonpublic school administrator or policymaker;
"(eh) two school principals. one elementary and one second-

ary;
"(xiii) three additional members who are representatives of

the general public, including parents.
The Assistant Secretary for Educational Research end Improvement
shall serve as an ex officio member of the Board as a nonvoting
member.

"(C3i) The Secretary and the Board shall ensure at all times that
the membership of the Board reflects regional, racial, gender and
cultural balance and diversity and that it exercises its independant
judgment, free from inappropriate influences and special interests-

"(ii) In the exercise of its functions, powers, and duties, the Boardshall hire its own staff and shall be independent of the Secretary
and the other offices and officers of the Department of Education.

"(iii) The Secretary may appoint, at the direction of the Board, for
terms not to exceed 3 years, without regard to the provisions of title5, United States Cade, governing appointments in the competitive
'service, not more than 6 technical employees to administer this
subsection who may be paid without eegerd to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title relating to
classification and General Schedule pay rates.

"(DXD The members of the Assessment Policy Committee, serving
on the date of enactment of the National Assessment of Educational
progress Improvement Act, shall become members of the Board for
the remainder of the terms of the appointment to the Assessment
Policy Committee.

"(ii) To complete the initial membership of the Board, the Sec-
retary shah appoint members of the Board as necessary in the
categories described in subparagraph (B) for which there are no
members continuing from the Amassment Policy Committee on the
date of enactment of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress Improvement Act. The Secretary shall appoint such mem-
bers from among nominees furnished by the Governors, chief State
school officers, education associations and organizations, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of Education,
parent organizations, and learned societieti.

As vacancies occur, new members of the Board shall be
appointed by the Secretary from among individuals who are nomi-
nated by the Board after consultation with representatives of the
groups listed in mbperagraph (B). For each vacancy the Board shall
nominate at least 3 individuals who, by reason of experience or
training, qualified in that particular d vacancy.

"(E) Members of the Board appointed in accordance with this
paragraph shall serve for terms not to exceed 4 years which shall be
staggered, as determined by the Secretary, subject to the provisions
of subparagraph (DXI). Any appointed member of the Board who
dam gee

of the member may continue to serve as a member
status under subparagraph (B) during the term of the

until the expiration of that term.
"kfc..A) In carrying out its functions under this subsection, the

Board shall be responsible for
"61 selecting subject areas to be amused (consistent vs ith

phparagra (2XAD;
"OD identifying appropriate achievement goals for each age

and grade in each subject area to be tested under the National
Assessment;

"MD developing assessment objectives;
"(iv) developing test specifications;
"(v) designing the methodology of the assessment;
"(vi) developing guidelines and standards for analysis plans

apd for reporting and disseminating results;
"(vii) developing standards and procedures for interstate, re-

gional and national comparisons; and
'(viii) taking appropriate actions needed to improve the form

and use of the National Assessment.
"(B) The Board may delegate any functions described in subpara-

graph (A) to its staff.
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"(C) 'rho Board shall MVO final authority on the appropriatene,
of cognitive items.

"(D) The Board shall take steps to ensure that all items selected
for as in the. National Assessment are tree from racial, cultural,gender, or bias.

"OD Reels Wring area ar element shall have goal statement.
devised through a national 000SSIVRIS approach., providing for activeof rather& auricular specialists, local when

prods and concerned members of the (storypublic.

the Department's adios to t the decisions of the 3oart
"l1F, The Secretary shell to the Board at regular intervals of

&cod&

"03) Any activikt at the or of the aegealeation described in
PaArrilk shell be glide* Is the peevish.. of this subsection.

iNat to exceed jeans/ J the fuse available for thissubduction may be sad hr admiehlrative (including staff.consultants and matnale autherhad the and to cony out
the Inactions described in goligrale (B AL

"(IN For the purposes et its simisishalive function., the Boardshall have the authorities nuthinbed by the Feisral Advisory
Committee Act and shall be anigut to the open meeting providersof that law.

"MA) Participation is the Nether and Regional Aramments by
State and local educational spades shall be voluntary.

"(B) Participation i. sinessmenis made on State basis shall beCostracte. voluntary. The Secretary shall enter into an agreement with anyState which dears to carry out an asm element for the State under
this subsectioa. Each such agreement obeli cr.etain provisionsdesigned to amours

"(i) that the State will participate in the assessment;
"(ii) that the Star will pay from non-Federal sources the non-

Federal share of participation; and
that the State agrees with the terms and condition.

Noodled in subsection laltleativi.
"(CM For each fiscal year, the non-Federal share for the mane

of clause (ii) of submit_ agraph (Sieben be the cost ofconducting the
asessement in the State including the cost of administering the
armament at the school level for all schools in the State sample and
the cost of coordination within the Star

"(ii) The non-Federal share of payments under this paragraph
may be in cash or in kind.

Reports. "(9RA) The COMStiMIOINT shall provide for continuing reviews of
the National Arstralent, including validation studies by the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics and solicitation of public
comment on the conduct and usefulness of the National Assessment.
The Secretary shall report to the °ingress, the Mordent, and the
Nation on the findings and recommendations of such reviews. The
Commissioner shall consider the findings and recommendations in
derv the competition to select the organisation through which
the Offir carries out the National Amer meet.

"JD The Commissioner shall, not later than 6 months after the
date of enactment of the National Armament of Educational
Progress Improvement Act, publish a report setting forth plans for
the collection of data for the 1990 assessment and plans for includ-
ing other subject area in the 1992 and later assessments. The report
shall include methods by which the results of the National Assess-
ment of Educational Prorate' may be reported so that the results

5 S
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an more readily available and more easily understood by educator',
,ielicymakein. and the general public, and methods by which items
WI be reviewed to identify and exclude items which reflect racial,
ettnural, gender, or regional bias. The report shall be developed
oar consultation with educators, State education officials,
Mrs of of the Board appointed under paragraph (5), and the general
relic'"(0 The report required by this paragraph shall be submitted to
do Congress and made available to the public. The appropriate
othorixing committees of the Congress may request the secretary
to- modify the plan contained in the report. The Secretary shall take
arch actions ss NV bi aPProPriar to carry out the recommenda-
tion contained In the report.".

(b) Aummararon or Arreoratamons.Section 405 of the Act isonended by anikin out
tions (0 (g) ss ssaisounbs

s
(eec)

t in(
ft rnespectrireelys.

ignating subsea

(c)
a

larandvanon or FUNDS MIS ASMMIUMTS.(1) Section
815(I81V.D) of the Act (as redesignated by subsection (W(1)) is
amended to read as follows

"(D) Not less than $9,500,000 for the fiscal year 1989, and such
SIMS as may ba necomary for Inch of the final years 1990
through 1998, shall be available to carry out section 406(i) of
this Act (relating to the National Assessment of Education
Prollineet".

(2) Section 405(1)(1)(E) of the Act (as redesignated by subsection
(a$1)) is ended by inserting a comma and "except for subsection
(i) of that section." immediately after "Act".

Public
intonation

20 UBC 1221e
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